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PER CURI AM

M nnie Herring appeals her sentence following a guilty
plea to theft of governnment funds in violation of 18 U S.C. § 641
(2000). In light of the valid appellate waiver provisions in her
pl ea agreenent, we dism ss the appeal.

Herring made a knowi ng and vol untary decision to forego

her right to appeal in her plea agreenent, see United States v.

Br ought on-Jones, 71 F.3d 1143, 1146 (4th Cr. 1995), and the
district court properly reviewed the wai ver provisions wth her at

her plea hearing. See United States v. Wssells, 936 F.2d 165,

167-68 (4th Cr. 1991); United States v. Wqggins, 905 F. 2d 51, 53-

54 (4th Cr. 1990). Under these circunstances, we find Herring has
wai ved her right to appeal her sentence.

The Suprenme Court’s decisionin United States v. Booker,

125 S. C. 738 (2005), does not alter our decision. See United

States v. Johnson, 410 F.3d 137 (4th G r. 2005) (“[P]ost-plea | egal

changes to applicable penalties do not provide a basis for

upsetting a guilty plea.”); United States v. Blick, 408 F.3d 162,

169-70 (4th Cr. 2005) (holding that Booker does not render an

ot herwi se valid appell ate wai ver unknowi ng or involuntary).
Accordingly, we dismss the appeal. W also deny

Herring’ s notion to remand for resentencing. W di spense with oral

argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately



presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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